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ABSTRACT
A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF TESTING AND ASSESSMENT INCLUDING
THE IMPACT OF SUMMATIVE AND FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT
ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
by Carole Sanger Brink
December 2011
In 2007, Georgia developed a comprehensive framework to define what students
need to know. One component of this framework emphasizes the use of both formative
and summative assessments as part of an integral and specific component of the teachers‟
performance evaluation. Georgia administers the Criterion-Referenced Competency Test
(CRCT) to every elementary student in Grades 1 though 8. Before 2008, the state tested
eighth-grade students on a quality core curriculum. In 2008, the state began testing
students on a Georgia Performance Standard curriculum. A direct comparison of the
curriculum change should have contained items to test both curriculums. However, this
was not done. Therefore, the current study was designed to examine if differences in
students achievement occurred because of the curriculum change.
Archival CRCT and ITBS data from 21 middle schools were analyzed to
determine if assessment changes affected student achievement. Results of two doubly
multivariate, repeated measures ANCOVAs found no statistically significant differences
between the two curriculums. However, the lack of significance could be attributed to
the small sample size. The increase in scores at the end of the three-year period
measuring the quality core curriculum and at the end of the three-year period measuring
the Georgia Performance Standard curriculum provided partial support to the hypothesis
ii

of a difference in achievement between eighth-grade students who were taught and then
tested under different curriculums.
Recommendations for practice include the provision that educators be engaged in
professional development in regards to the use of data. Most principals and district
leaders do not have the skills to navigate high-stakes testing results. More importantly,
though, are the university systems that should augment an instructional strategy class and
add a data leadership class to the current list of courses needed to earn a leadership
degree. Another recommendation is to those who develop criterion-referenced tests.
Changing the score scales on the criterion-referenced competency tests when the
curriculum changes make it very difficult to study data to determine progress over time.
In the statistical world, this creates a confounding variable that may be hard to control.
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DEDICATION
With great love and admiration, I dedicate my dissertation to my grandparents
Joseph and Lillian Baumgartner who have passed away long ago. They were lifelong
educators; teaching was their passion not their job. I thank them for their constant
conversations about improving education and how we test students; this has always
instilled a sense of the importance of history as a source of forward movement. Most of
all, I will be forever grateful to them for their constant reminder that life is fun if you do
what you are called to do.
Joseph Auburn Baumgartner was born on November 18, 1905, and died March
28, 1977. He began his career as a chemical engineer receiving his degrees at New River
State College, his masters at Marshall University. He became a teacher teaching 4th, 5th,
and 6th grade in a two-room school in Ingram Branch, West Virginia. During World War
II, he was drafted and worked as a chemist at Union Carbon and Carbide; he was doing
what he called secret stuff and never told us what he did. After the war, Grandpa
Baumgartner taught science at Collins High School in Oak Hill, West Virginia and ended
his career as a principal in the Pax School System West Virginia. He retired in 1974 with
thirty years of teaching and administrative service.
Lillian Margaret Moses Baumgartner was born on March 21, 1904 and died
March 18, 1977. She received her first teaching degree from Concord State Normal
School and then a four-year teaching degree from Concord College. She taught
elementary school at Levesy, Page, Summerlee, and Oak Hill Elementary Schools in
West Virginia. She also taught at Collins Junior High School, Oak Hill, West Virginia
where she finished her career and retired with thirty plus years of teaching.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Educators have explored the specialized needs of assessments for decades.
Teachers, parents, administrators, board members, and other stakeholders wrestle with
statewide accountability testing, benchmark tests, classroom tests, and tests that range
from placing gifted students to tests that identify special education students. These
stakeholders, especially the teachers, should embrace student assessment as a way to
understand students. In 2007, the state of Georgia developed a comprehensive
framework to describe and define what students need to know and what schools need to
know, understand, and be able to do (Georgia Department of Education, 2007b).
This framework is called the School Keys: Unlocking Excellence through the Georgia
School Standards. These keys “are the foundation for Georgia‟s comprehensive, datadriven system of school improvement and support” (Georgia Department of Education,
2007b, p. 3). One key, the assessments key emphasizes the use of both formative and
summative assessments as part of an integral and specific component of teachers‟
performance evaluation (Bryant & Bradford, 2010).
Background of the Study
The history of assessment of students began when the doors of schoolhouses were
first opened. By the early 19th century, teachers tested their students to see if they had
mastered what was taught (U.S. Department of Education, 2008). If students failed, they
were held back or retained. In addition, these teachers only administered one type of
assessment. This type of assessment was given in a whole class environment and was
known as recitation (Giordano, 2005). Current educators administer this type of
assessment as well, but refer to this type of test as summative. Only one change has been
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made–some students may receive accommodations for the testing environment
(Laprairie, Johnson, Rice, Adams, & Higgins, 2010).
By the 20th century, the field of educational psychology was established
(Giordano, 2005). This field drastically altered the testing of students. According to
Giordano, educational psychologists changed the face of educational testing forever by
introducing the standardized test. These psychologists introduced testing that became the
norm for measuring student intelligence and objective measurement of knowledge of
content. Shepard (2000) called this historical concept scientific measurement. Testing
became a science, an area of study for educators. However, these tests were not u
sed for accountability, but for judgment of students‟ levels of aptitude, students‟ mastery
of content, and students‟ potential to move to higher levels of education.
As the 20th century moved into the 1950s, this basic practice of testing for student
aptitude and mastery of content continued, but the use of these tests expanded to the
practice of tracking students. Giordano (2005) reported that the use of program
accountability became one of the main purposes of testing in the 1960s. In the 1970s,
students were subjected to minimum competency tests centered on student proficiency
based on the results of standardized tests. The use of standardized testing was for district
accountability in the 1980s. Currently the idea of standards-based accountability is in full
stride (Linn, 2000).
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has a major impact on public education (Jennings
& Renter, 2006). Accountability is normal in public schools because of NCLB. Fifteen
years of standards-based reform has resulted in local school districts as well as many state
educational officials questioning this heavy reliance on student test results as a measure
of not only student achievement, but also educational achievement. The provision of the
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NCLB law assumes that “external accountability and the imposition of sanctions will
force schools to improve and motivate teachers to change their instructional practices,
resulting in better school performance” (Orfield & Wald, 2000, p. 39). Therefore, the
problem is that students‟ sole academic achievement in schools is based on test results.
NCLB provides no progress clause for students who show growth. Students must meet
standards on a test given once a year. Even if students show significant growth from one
year to the next, but still do not meet expectations, this external accountability by NCLB
will label them as a student who does not meet expectations.
Another problem with this external accountability placed on schools is the cost.
According to Brad Johnson, a chief financial officer for one of the largest school district
in the state of Georgia, the state-mandated test costs the district nothing (personal
communication, September 2009). However, the costs to the local schools to provide test
preparation materials, remediation for students at risk to fail, and teacher training fall to
the local principal. Jennings and Renter (2006) reported that the requirements of NCLB
have resulted in state and local educational officials expanding the roles of school
without any additional federal funding to carry out the mandates of NCLB. The states
have no choice but to be highly engaged in public education because the mandates of
NCLB affect all public schools. Jennings and Renter reported expanding roles of the
state including the creation of testing programs for elementary students in Grades 3
through 8 and for high school. State officials must set minimum testing scores for
student to meet.
Cox (2006) reported that the state of Georgia has a mission to encourage all
students to discover the joy of learning in a positive, culturally diverse, and challenging
environment. Cox further reported that this mission has a vision for students: to reach
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their full potential as individuals and citizens. However, the key to this vision is offering
a curriculum that will identify what students need to know and how teachers can teach
these goals. In 1986, public schools in Georgia were directed to follow a curriculum
outlined in the Quality Based Education (QBE) Act of 1986. This was a sequenced
curriculum known as the Quality Core Curriculum (QCC). This curriculum was a set of
standards and expectations for learning. The QCC included content standards for
reading, language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, foreign language, fine arts,
health, physical education, technology education, career education, and English language
learners (Mitzell, 1999).
However, an audit in 2002 concluded that the QCC lacked depth and rigor.
Furthermore, the audit found that the curriculum did not meet national standards
presented in the NCLB Act, which had just been entered into law in January of 2002.
The NCLB reform model was a means for improving student achievement not only in the
state of Georgia, but nationwide (Gonzalez, Hamilton, & Stecher, 2003).
Eacker, Dufor, and Burnette (2002) concluded that curriculums should be viable;
these curriculums should be clear in defining what students should learn and how schools
will plan if students do not meet expectations. Consequently, the state of Georgia revised
its curriculum, moving from the QCC to a curriculum that was standards based. The new
curriculum was called the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS). This new curriculum,
put in place in 2005, provided clear guidance for instruction by defining what level of
work a student must produce to meet a standard. The GPS identified the skills students
must know and guided teachers on assessment practices (Cox, 2006).
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Statement of the Problem
The state of Georgia administers the Criterion-Referenced Competency Test
(CRCT) to every elementary student in grades 1 through 8. Before 2008, the state tested
eighth-grade students on a quality core curriculum (QCC). In 2008, the state began
testing students on a Georgia Performance Standard (GPS) curriculum. In order to make
a direct comparison of the curriculum change on the tests scores, the 2008 CRCT should
have contained items to test both curriculums (T. Greer, Associate professor, University
of Southern Mississippi, personal communication, March 12, 2011). However, this was
not done. Therefore, the current study was designed to examine if differences in students
achievement occurred because of the curriculum change.
Purpose of the Study
This study sought to determine if differences in student achievement exist
between assessments aligned with a performance-based curriculum and assessments that
aligned with a quality core curriculum. Archival data were obtained and analyzed to
determine if assessment changes affected student achievement. CRCT and ITBS data
from 21 middle schools located in the southeastern region of the United States were
obtained and used for the study. This study was guided by the following research
question:
Is there a significant difference in student achievement between students who are
taught and then tested based on a Quality Core Curriculum and those who are
taught and tested using the Georgia Performance Standards?
Definition of Terms
The following terms will guide the reader in better understanding the terms used
in this study:
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Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT). The CRCT measures students‟
mastery of the state‟s curriculum in Grades 1-8. School improvement teams disaggregate
results to identify subgroup patterns and align school improvement plans for the next
year. Teachers use data at the beginning of school year to group students by those who
do not meet expectations, those who meet expectations, and those who exceed
expectations. Teachers review students‟ lexile reading levels derived for appropriate
selection of books and reading material (Georgia Department of Education, 2010c).
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). The ITBS is a nationally normed test that
compares one student to another. Teachers and administrators review results to track
trends. Teachers and administrators use results for gifted placement, foreign language
placement, math placement, and remedial identification (The University of Iowa College
of Education, 2010).
Formative assessment. Formative assessment is defined as assessment that is
integrated into the teaching plan. Ainsworth et al. (2007) wanted educators to think of
formative assessments as “assessments for learning that are collaboratively designed,
administered, scored, and analyzed by team members” (p. 46). Guskey (2007) promoted
the thought that formative assessments can change teaching and learning. Guskey
asserted that summative assessment results are not available to teachers until it is too late
to help learners. Using formative assessments as a part of the day-to-day instruction
serves as meaningful sources of immediate information for teachers to use to re-teach or
enrich based on current student information.
The School Keys. The School Keys: Unlocking Excellence through the Georgia
School Standards is the foundation for Georgia‟s comprehensive, data-driven system of
school improvement (Georgia Department of Education, 2007b).
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Summative assessment. Popham (2008) defined summative assessment as
assessment that tests what students know. Summative assessment can be the
standardized tests given at the end of a school year to determine if the students have
mastered the curriculum or they can be teacher-made to test the mastery of a unit of
study. This form of assessment is an accountability tool for a school, district, and state.
A noninclusive list of summative assessments defined and reviewed in this dissertation
are (a) state assessments, (b) district or local school benchmarks, (c) end-of-unit tests, and
(d) end-of-semester tests. The core point to remember about summative assessment is
that it is the final piece of information and is used to determine students‟ next steps, such
as advancement to a higher class or the next grade level. It is the after of teaching.
Limitations/Delimitations
The following limitations of the study are recognized. Not all principals may
choose to participate by sharing the school‟s CRCT data. Students‟ scores from 21
middle schools were compared. It is not known what test preparations students were
subject to prior to the test. Not all students received the same quality of teaching.
Although all teachers are required under NCLB to be highly qualified, factors such as
experience were not measured. No study of the various teaching methods used were
made, nor was the amount of remedial or enrichment instruction implemented in the
schools measured. The schools ranged from Title 1 to high achieving, thus possibly
limiting the findings of the data. However, it is the expectation of the researcher that this
may also be considered positive since a range of schools and performances could provide
the study with better validity. The study is delimited to only eighth-grade scores from 21
middle schools in the same school district.
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Assumptions
The following assumptions guided this research. It was assumed that the CRCT
tests sufficiently measure student performance in reading and math. Eighth-grade scores
for reading and mathematics in 21 middle schools were used in the study. Participant
selection bias was not a factor. All middle schools had the opportunity to participate.
However, the district and local middle school principals had to approve participation. No
threat to validity was assumed because the study covered the same testing periods and the
same curriculum content for scores at the middle schools.
Justification of the Study
The aim of this study was to examine the specific application or use of a criterionreferenced test for the sole purpose of measuring student achievement. The use of one
such test in a state in the southeastern United States is used for holding teachers, schools,
and the school districts accountable for student achievement. This criterion-referenced
test is also used as a means for promotion and retention in Grades 3, 5, and 8. According
to William (2010), criterion-referenced tests are intended to make inferences about the
quality of the education provided to students. Therefore, knowing that assessment is a
key process in education, the examination of the history of assessment, and the use of
formative and summative assessments may determine if this practice is influencing
student achievement.
Summary
Porter (1995) helped educators think about the importance of testing and to
question the intent of testing. Porter also contended that a fundamental misunderstanding
of school reform and school issues exists. An examination of the history of assessment
and a study of current assessment practices will guide the reader to question the intent
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and uses of tests. It was the intent of this researcher to inform the reader of the history of
assessment and to use current archival data to determine if current testing/assessment
practices have a positive impact on student achievement.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
William (2010) reported, “Assessment is a key process in education” (p. 37).
How do educators determine if instruction has had an impact on students? The learning
community wants to know if students have learned (William, 2010). This chapter
presents a brief history of assessment including types of assessments and assessment
reform, examine the practice of using a criterion-referenced test to measure student
achievement, study trends of assessments in the United States commonly referred to as
high-stakes testing, and a review of literature on the QCC and the GPS. The benefit of
knowing where and why assessments were designed is very important, specifically
because the uses and degree of accountability has changed.
Types of Tests and Their History
During the early 1900ѕ, the French government asked psychologist Alfred Binеt
to help decide which students were mostly likely to experience difficulty in schools. The
government had passed laws requiring that all French children attend school, so it was
important to find a way to identify children who would need specialized assistance
(Kamin, 1974). Binеt, and his colleague Thеodorе Ѕimon, began to develop questions
that focused on things that had not been taught in school such as attention, memory, and
problem-solving skills. Using these questions, Binеt determined which ones served as
the best predictors of school success. Binet quickly realized that some children were able
to answer questions that were more advanced than older children were generally able to
answer, while other children of the same age were only able to answer questions that
younger children could typically answer. Based on this observation, Binеt suggested the
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concept of a mental age, or a measure of intelligence based on the average abilities of
children of a certain age group (Kamin, 1974).
This first intelligence test, referred to today as the Binеt-Ѕimon Ѕcalе, became the
basis for the intelligence tests still in use today. However, Binеt himself did not believe
that his psychometric instruments could be used to measure a single, permanent, and
inborn level of intеlligеncе (Kamin, 1974). Binеt ѕtrеѕѕеd the limitations of the tеѕt,
ѕuggеѕting that intеlligеncе is far too broad a concept to quantify with a single number.
Instead, he inѕiѕtеd that intеlligеncе is influenced by a number of factors that change over
time and can only be compared among children with similar backgrounds (Ѕiеglеr, 1992).
The Ѕtanford-Binеt Intеlligеncе Tеѕt
After the dеvеlopmеnt of the Binеt-Ѕimon Ѕcalе, the tеѕt was soon brought to the
United Ѕtatеѕ where it gеnеratеd conѕidеrablе intеrеѕt. Stanford University psychologist
Lewis Tеrman took Binеt‟ѕ original tеѕt and ѕtandardizеd it using a sample of American
participants. This adapted tеѕt, first published in 1916, was called the Ѕtanford-Binеt
Intеlligеncе Ѕcalе and soon became the standard intеlligеncе tеѕt uѕеd in the United
States (Siegler, 1992).
Thе Ѕtanford-Binеt intеlligеncе tеѕt uѕеd a single numbеr, known as the
intеlligеncе quotient (or IQ), to rеprеѕеnt an individual‟s score on the tеѕt. This score
was calculated by dividing tеѕt takers‟ mental age by their chronological age, and then
multiplying this numbеr by 100. For example, a child with a mеntal agе of 12 and a
chronological agе of 10 would havе an IQ of 120 (12/10 x 100). Thе Ѕtanford-Binеt
rеmainѕ a popular aѕѕеѕѕmеnt tool today, dеѕpitе a numbеr of rеviѕionѕ ovеr the years
(Siegler, 1992).
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Intelligence Testing During World War I
At the outset of World War I, U.Ѕ. Army officials were faced with the
monumental task of ѕcrееning a large numbеr of army recruits. In 1917, the prеѕidеnt of
the American Psychological Association and chair of the Committее on the
Psychological Examination of Recruits, psychologist Robert Yеrkеѕ dеvеlopеd two tеѕts
known as the Army Alpha and Beta tеѕts. Thе Army Alpha was dеѕignеd as a written
tеѕt, while the Army Beta was adminiѕtеrеd orally in caѕеѕ whеrе rеcruitѕ were unablе to
rеad. Thе tеѕtѕ wеrе adminiѕtеrеd to ovеr two million ѕoldiеrѕ in an еffort to hеlp thе
army dеtеrminе which mеn wеrе ѕuitеd to ѕpеcific poѕitionѕ and lеadеrѕhip rolеѕ
(McGuirе, 1994).
At thе еnd of WWI, thе tеѕtѕ rеmainеd in uѕе for a variеty of ѕituationѕ outѕidе thе
military with individualѕ of all agеѕ, backgroundѕ, and nationalitiеѕ. For еxamplе, IQ
tеѕtѕ wеrе uѕеd to ѕcrееn nеw immigrantѕ aѕ they еntеrеd thе Unitеd Ѕtatеѕ at Еlliѕ Iѕland.
Thе rеѕultѕ of thеѕе mеntal tеѕtѕ wеrе inappropriatеly uѕеd to makе ѕwееping and
inaccuratе gеnеralizationѕ about еntirе populationѕ, which lеd ѕomе who considered
themselves intеlligеncе еxpеrtѕ to еxhort Congrеѕѕ to еnact immigration rеѕtrictionѕ
(Kamin, 1974).
The Wechsler Intelligence Scales
Thе nеxt dеvеlopmеnt in thе hiѕtory of intеlligеncе tеѕting waѕ thе crеation of a
nеw mеaѕurеmеnt inѕtrumеnt by Amеrican psychologist David Wеchѕlеr. Much likе
Binеt, Wеchѕlеr bеliеvеd that intеlligеncе involvеd a numbеr of different mеntal abilitiеѕ,
dеѕcribing intеlligеncе aѕ, “thе global capacity of a pеrѕon to act purpoѕеfully, to think
rationally, and to dеal еffеctivеly with hiѕ еnvironmеnt” (Boake, 2002, p. 88).
Diѕѕatiѕfiеd with thе limitationѕ of thе Ѕtanford-Binеt, Wechsler publiѕhеd hiѕ nеw
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intеlligеncе tеѕt known aѕ thе Wеchѕlеr Adult Intеlligеncе Ѕcalе (WAIЅ) in 1955 (Boake,
2002).
Wеchѕlеr alѕo dеvеlopеd two diffеrеnt tеѕtѕ ѕpеcifically for uѕе with childrеn–thе
Wеchѕlеr Intеlligеncе Ѕcalе for Childrеn (WIЅC) and thе Wеchѕlеr Prеѕchool and
Primary Ѕcalе of Intеlligеncе (WPPЅI). Thе adult vеrѕion of thе tеѕt haѕ bееn rеviѕеd
ѕincе itѕ original publication and iѕ now known aѕ thе WAIЅ-III. Thе WAIЅ-III containѕ
14 ѕubtеѕtѕ on two ѕcalеѕ and providеѕ thrее ѕcorеѕ: a compoѕitе IQ score, a vеrbal IQ
ѕcorе, and a pеrformancе IQ ѕcorе. Ѕubtеѕt ѕcorеѕ on thе WAIЅ-III can bе uѕеful in
identifying lеarning diѕabilitiеѕ, ѕuch aѕ caѕеѕ whеrе a low ѕcorе on ѕomе arеaѕ combinеd
with a high ѕcorе in othеr arеaѕ may indicatе that thе individual haѕ a ѕpеcific lеarning
difficulty (Kaufman, 1990). Rathеr than ѕcorе thе tеѕt baѕеd on chronological agе and
mеntal agе, aѕ waѕ thе caѕе with thе original Ѕtanford-Binеt, thе WAIЅ iѕ ѕcorеd by
comparing thе tеѕt takеr‟ѕ ѕcorе to thе ѕcorеѕ of othеrѕ in thе ѕamе agе group. Thе
avеragе ѕcorе iѕ fixеd at 100, with two thirdѕ of ѕcorеѕ lying in thе normal rangе bеtwееn
85 and 115. Thiѕ ѕcoring mеthod haѕ bеcomе thе ѕtandard tеchniquе in intеlligеncе
tеѕting and iѕ alѕo uѕеd in thе modеrn rеviѕion of thе Ѕtanford-Binеt tеѕt.
History of Assessment in the United States
This section of the literature review will focus on the implications of many idеaѕ
aѕ thеy rеlatе to еducational aѕѕеѕѕmеnt and policy. As reported in the earlier part of this
chapter, the influеncе of еducational aѕѕеѕѕmеntѕ has a long history that found ѕignificant
incrеaѕеѕ in ѕtandardizеd tеѕting in poѕt-WWI ѕchool ѕyѕtеmѕ. Many mеaѕurеmеnt
ѕpеcialiѕtѕ viеwеd thеir quantitativе work aѕ ѕciеntific, and givеn that moѕt mеaѕurеmеnt
ѕpеcialiѕtѕ wеrе trainеd in pѕychology thеy alѕo tеndеd to viеw thеmѕеlvеѕ aѕ ѕciеntiѕtѕ
and not as educators (Porter, 1995).

14
The idea that certain assessments are the basis for students to receive
scholarships, honors promotion, and class ranking is part of the history of testing in the
United States (William, 2010). William also contended that one of the most
distinguishing characteristics of these tests is that the stakes are higher for teachers than
students. William believed that the use of high-stakes assessment are “high stakes for
teachers but low stakes for students” and are common in the United States, but rare in
other countries (William, 2010, p. 109). When Porter (1995) spoke to assessment and the
lack of ѕubjеctivity as long bееn viеwеd aѕ onе of thе hallmarkѕ of assessment, it alѕo
providеѕ a dеfinition of fairnеѕѕ. It is important to embrace the idea thеrе arе othеr
dеfinitionѕ of objеctivity that havе fеwеr nеgativе connotationѕ. William and Porter
agree that assessment is used in ways that measure more than student acheivement.
Testing specialists rеcognizе thеir powеr and try to undеrѕtand both thе intеndеd
and unintеndеd conѕеquеncеѕ of thе political uѕеѕ of еducational aѕѕеѕѕmеntѕ (Firestone
& Bader, 1992). It may bе uncomfortable to conѕidеr ѕomе of thеѕе iѕѕuеѕ, but it iѕ no
longеr еthical to ѕimply focuѕ on tеchnical iѕѕuеѕ and diѕmiѕѕ othеr policy iѕѕuеѕ aѕ bеing
outѕidе of onе‟ѕ purviеw. The State of Georgia‟s Code of Ethics for Educators (Georgia
Professional Standards Commission, 2010) added another code to be followed regarding
ethical behavior in regards to testing. In part it stated:
(k) Standard 11: Testing - An educator shall administer state-mandated
assessments fairly and ethically. Unethical conduct includes but is not limited to:
1. Committing any act that breaches test security; and 2. Compromising the
integrity of the assessment. (p. 5)
Thе еducational mеaѕurеmеnt community can play an еѕѕеntial rolе by providing
еxpеrt judgment and advicе to hеlp policymakеrѕ contеxtualizе thе propеr uѕеѕ of
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еducational aѕѕеѕѕmеntѕ. An example of policymakеrѕ‟ blind truѕt in numbеrѕ is
еxеmplifiеd by thе rеcеnt rе-authorization of thе Еlеmеntary and Ѕеcondary Ѕchool Act
(No Child Lеft Bеhind), with itѕ ѕtrong ѕupport for quantification. Onе of thе four baѕic
principlеѕ of NCLB iѕ that more accountability will lеad to incrеaѕеѕ in еducational
achiеvеmеnt. More accountability tranѕlatеѕ into ѕignificant incrеaѕеѕ in thе amount of
tеѕting to mееt thе fеdеral rеquirеmеnt of adеquatеly yеarly progrеѕѕ (AYP) on
mеaѕurablе еducational objеctivеѕ. Ultimately, thе goal of NCLB is to havе all Amеrican
ѕtudеntѕ proficiеnt by thе yеar 2014 (Linn, Bakеr, & Bеtеbеnnеr, 2002). NCLB is the
reason school systems have increased the use of standardized testing. Each state is
required to have a testing program or federal funding will be withheld (Hogan, 2007).
NCLB is reform that distinguishes the differences between students in terms of
each individual‟s learning outcomes as measured by a test or tests (William, 2010). The
NCLB pеrѕpеctivе haѕ implicationѕ for ѕtandardѕ-baѕеd еducational rеform that rеquirеѕ
ѕtudеntѕ to bе claѕѕifiеd into catеgoriеѕ, ѕuch aѕ thoѕе uѕеd by National Aѕѕеѕѕmеnt of
Еducational Progrеѕѕ: basic, proficient, and advanced. Many states report academic
progress on their own assessment measures of student achievement in reading and math
(Lee, 2010). However, Lee reported that many states responded to the NCLB policy
mandates and translated them into their own test-driven accountability plan thus leaving
each state to their own testing policy. Consequently, states made AYP reporting
academic achievement and reported that achievement in many different ways; resulting in
students, teachers, school districts, and states being ranked, but ranked using a variety of
different assessment results (Lee, 2010). NCLB does allow each state to establish school
accountability protocols, but the federal government still independently measures schools
and reports these results on a national report card. Comparison of the National
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Assessment of Educational Progress assessments and state assessments yield that
individual state assessments are not as rigorous as they should be (Lee, 2010).
Lee (2010) suggested need for concern when measuring student and school
performance using state tests to categorize tеachеrѕ and ѕtudеntѕ. Lee concluded that
state tests designed to measure student achievement are not only tricky and controversial,
but each state‟s different tests have produced varied results. The NCLB was intended to
assure that 100% of students secure reading and math proficiency (Lee, 2010). Could the
low precision of many tеѕt ѕcorеѕ aѕ rеflеctеd in thе high ѕtandard errors of mеaѕurеmеnt
ѕuggеѕt that thеrе will bе a ѕignificant numbеr of inaccuratе claѕѕificationѕ? Lee‟s
research suggested that the NCLB Act has been an assessment mental quick fix. Lee
recommended that federal and state governments coordinate accountability efforts by
setting goals that are more realistic and use multiple measure of school success to
improve the quality of education for all stakeholders.
Curriculum Assessment in the State of Georgia
The Gwinnett County Public Schools, one of the three largest school districts in
the state of Georgia implemented a tеchnical adviѕory committее in 2010. Gwinnеtt
County ѕеrvеs aѕ a modеl for how local ѕchool diѕtrictѕ can implеmеnt a ѕound ѕyѕtеm of
еducational aѕѕеѕѕmеnt (Gwinnett County Public Schools, 2010). Policymakеrѕ in
Gwinnеtt County balance thеir high-ѕtakеѕ testing with other assessment pieces. Every
educational dеciѕion iѕ madе on thе baѕiѕ of multiplе ѕourcеѕ of information. Gwinnеtt
County school adminiѕtratorѕ ѕtrongly rеѕiѕt thе sole uѕе of tеѕt ѕcorеѕ, and crеatе an
еnvironmеnt for aѕѕеѕѕmеnt that maintainѕ a dееp concеrn for individual ѕtudеntѕ (Lee,
2010). Thе educational mеaѕurеmеnt ѕpеcialiѕtѕ in Gwinnеtt havе pеrѕonal knowlеdgе of
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еvеry ѕtudеnt failing thе Gwinnеtt County Gatеway tеѕtѕ, and contributе to thе
dеvеlopmеnt of dеtailеd planѕ to hеlp еach ѕtudеnt ѕuccееd.
In Cobb County, another of the three largest school districts in Georiga, teachers,
local building administrators, and district administrators serve on a district-wide
assessment advisory committee (R. Benson, Chief Academic Officer and Assistant
Superintendent, Cobb County Public Schools, Georgia, personal communication, 2010).
This committee also serves as a model for how local districts across the state can
implement a sound testing plan. This committee has developed a standards-based
assessment chart as well as an assessment template that each school must complete and
submit. The committee advises the local board of education on exactly how each school
in this district must administer nationally standardized tests, state assessments, and board
of education mandated assessments (J. Jones, Chief Accountability Office, Cobb County
Public Schools, Georgia, personal communication, May 18, 2011). However, more
important is that this committee and this district allow local schools to implement local
assessments that meet individual school and student needs instead of mandated
benchmarks as in the past (Cobb County Public Schools, 2011).
Quality Core Curriculum
The QBE Act of 1985 required the Georgia Board of Education to develop a
curriculum to be implemented in all public schools in the state. This curriculum required
a state assessment. The Act authorized the Board to create student competencies that
each student should master before the end of the student‟s public education (Mitzell,
1999). In compliance with this mandate, the state Board of Education, along with a task
force, created a draft of the basic curriculum content for all Georgia public schools. After
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review by the task force, teachers, and local school systems, the QCC curriculum was
implemented in August 1988 (Mitzell, 1999).
Each student in each grade level was given a set of concepts to master. The
Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) assessed the students‟ mastery
of the QCC content (Mitzell, 1999). The QBE Act required the Georgia Department of
Education to revise the QCC curriculum systematically. The then governor and secretary
of the Department of Education created a task force to revise the QCC curriculum
(Mitzell, 1999). This group asked for half of the revision writers to be teachers and
began working on revisions in 1995.
After a long revision process including stakeholders from all areas of the
community and a balance of race and gender, a draft of the QCC went to review (Mitzell,
1999). Reviews were positive. The new QCC curriculum was touted for being clear and
specific. Correlations between the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and QCC were a part of
this revision process and were considered positive. After this revision process, the QCC
was implemented in all Georgia public schools in 1998 (Mitzell, 1999).
Gandal (1995) reported that the QCC curriculum met the standards of the
American Federation of Teachers criteria for core subjects. However, Massell, Kirst, and
Hoppe‟s (1997) concluded that the QCC curriculum was not comprehensive enough to be
used as a statewide assessment. Other researchers indicated that the QCC was simply
focused on basic skills and did not extend the learner‟s knowledge past basic skills
(Firestone & Bader, 1992; Marzano, 1997). Firestone and Bader (1992) found that the
QCC was somewhat effective in rural areas of Georgia, but in areas that were more
affluent, the QCC curriculum restricted courses that had rigor and challenged learners.
Therefore, an audit of the QCC was conducted in 2002. The audit concluded that the
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QCC curriculum lacked depth and rigor. The audit also concluded that the curriculum
did not meet the national standards presented in the NCLB Act that had just become law
in January 2002.
Georgia Performance Standards
Eacker et al. (2002) concluded that for curriculums to be viable, these curriculums
should be clear in defining what students should learn and how schools will plan if
students do not meet expectations. Consequently, the state of Georgia revised its
curriculum, moving from the QCC to a curriculum that was standards based. This new
curriculum, referred to as the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS) and put in place in
2005, provides clear guidance for instruction by defining what level of work a student
must produce to meet those standards. The GPS identifies the skills students must know
and guides teachers on assessment practices (Cox, 2006). The GPS was aligned with the
CRCT, taking the guesswork out of teaching. The GPS provides guidance on best
instructional practices that have been proven to be effective in places such as Michigan
and Texas (Davila-Medrano, 2003).
The GPS goes into much greater depth than the QCC. The QCC simply gave the
teacher a standard. In contrast, the GPS gives the teacher not only the standard, but a
suggested task, sample student work, and teacher commentary (Davila-Medrano, 2003).
Additionally, the GPS curriculum provides clear expectations for assessment. These
standards define the level of work that demonstrates proficiency levels. Not provided by
the QCC, the GPS curriculum provides teachers with skills needed to problem solve
reason, communicate, and make connections with other information. Most importantly,
the GPS advises teachers how to assess students on how well and to what extent they
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know the content or can apply the information to other content or problems (Ravitch,
1996).
Essential to the development of the GPS curriculum was to ensure all students in
every school had access to challenging programs (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999).
These content standards provided in the GPS make it possible for teachers to prepare
lessons. Testing experts use them as a foundation for student tests to determine if they
meet standards or to what extent students meet standards.
Massell et al. (1997) reported that recent research that compares a standards-based
curriculum with a curriculum that is not standards based, like the QCC, showed no
difference in student achievement. Contrary to this, history reveals that researchers such
as Bruner and Dewey stated that a standards-based curriculum could be integrated from
general standards to specific standards. In addition, they agreed that the more
comprehensive a curriculum is the more effective it is (Giordano, 2005).
Criterion-Referenced Competency Test
The CRCT was developed to test student mastery of the QCC. Currently it
measures student mastery of the GPS. The CRCT is used by schools and the state to
measure strengths and weaknesses (Cox, 2006). The first use of the CRCT was in spring
2000. Only English/language arts, reading, and math were tested and only in Grades 4, 6,
and 8. Science and social studies were added to the CRCT in spring 2002. Scale scores
on all reports ranged from 150 to 500. Not only was a total scale score reported but each
domain of each content area received a scale score. Scale scores were equivalent across
tests from the same content area, such as reading, and across the grade levels. Scale
scores 350 or above were identified as exceeding standards. Scale scores 300–349 were
identified as meeting standards, and scale scores below 300 were identified as not
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meeting standards. Scores below 300 indicated a need for remedial instruction (Cox,
2006).
With the implementation of the GPS, the scoring changed. Although scale scores
were still used, 850 or above was identified as exceeding standards, 800–849 was
identified as meeting standards, and below 800 was identified as not meeting standards.
If a student, school, or system did not meet standards, the state‟s level of minimum
proficiency was not met and some type of intervention was required under NCLB (Cox,
2006). By Georgia law, the CRCT is used as an indicator of the pass/fail status of a
school and district under NCLB. If a school or a district does not meet standards, it is
deemed not to have made AYP and is labeled a failing school (Georgia Department of
Education, 2011c).
Currently, Georgia administers the CRCT in Grades 1-8 in reading, language arts,
math, social studies, and science. Since spring 2004, third graders must meet or exceed
standards in the content area of reading in order to be promoted to the next grade.
Currently, students in Grades 3, 5, and 8 must meet expectations on reading and math to
be considered for promotion to the next grade level (Cox, 2006).
Summative and Formative Assessment
Black and William (1998) reported that, “The assessment process is characterized
as a cycle of involving elicitation of evidence, which when interpreted appropriately may
lead to action, which in turn, can yield further evidence and so on” (p. 141). Assessments
providе information about students and are donе for diffеrеnt rеaѕonѕ and are uѕеd in
diffеrеnt wayѕ. According to Clemson and Clemson (1996), aѕѕеѕѕmеnt may bе critеrion
rеfеrеncеd, whеrе ѕuccеѕѕ iѕ mеaѕurеd againѕt thе taѕk itѕеlf, or norm rеfеrеncеd, locating
work in rеlation not only to thе taѕk but alѕo to thе work of othеrѕ.

22
Criterion-referenced and norm-referenced tests are considered summative
assessments. Popham (2008) defined summative assessment as tests of what students
know. A summative assessment can be the standardized tests that are given at the end of
a school year to determine if the students have mastered the curriculum or they can be a
teacher-made test that measures students‟ mastery of a unit of study. This form of
assessment is an accountability tool for a school, district, and state. Summative
assessments may include (a) state assessments, (b) district or local school benchmarks,
(c) end-of-unit tests, and (d) end-of-semester tests.
The core point to remember in regards to summative assessment is that it is the
final piece of information and is used to determine students‟ next steps such as
advancement to a higher-level class or next grade level. It is the after of teaching. Black
and William (1998) defined summative assessment as tests that are conducted and
nothing happens at the end of the test that changes instruction.
Formative assessment is defined as assessment that is integrated into the teaching
plan. Ainsworth et al. (2007) wanted educators to think of formative assessments as
assessments that measure learning. These assessments are developed, scored, and
analyzed by a team of teachers. Guskey (2007) promoted the thought that formative
assessments can change teaching and learning. Guskey asserted that summative
assessment results are not available to teachers until it is too late to help learners. Using
formative assessments as a part of the day-to-day instruction serves as meaningful
sources of immediate information for teachers to reteach or enrich based on current
student information. Formative assessment is not about the after, but about the now of
teaching. Formative assessment should be considered as the art of teaching, not a thing
to do to students after a lesson. Formative assessments may include (a) student criteria
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and goal setting, (b) observations, (c) self- and peer assessments, and (d) student
recordkeeping.
Reeves (2007) edited a compilation of researchers‟ work in the area of
assessment. Ainsworth et al. (2007) agreed that both summative and formative
assessments are important and can be used to influence student achievement. Most
evidence reported that concepts embedded in reform models such as NCLB are
summative and are not effective in increasing student achievement (William, 2007).
However, Reeves and Shepard (2000) asserted that formative assessment informs,
affects, and even maps future improvement in instructional practices.
Formative assessments are constructed to monitor student progress during the
ongoing learning process (Stiggins, 2008). These concepts fall into two catеgoriеѕ:
aѕѕеѕѕmеnt OF lеarning (ѕummativе) and aѕѕеѕѕmеnt FOR lеarning (formativе).
Aѕѕеѕѕmеnt for lеarning (AfL) hеlps еnhancе tеaching whilе aѕѕеѕѕmеnt of lеarning
(AOL) is of limitеd valuе. Whilе thе concеpt of AFL iѕ not nеw, the concept haѕ
advancеd grеatly ѕincе the work of Black and William (1998). Black and William posed
thе quеѕtion, “Iѕ thеrе еvidеncе that improving formativе aѕѕеѕѕmеnt raiѕеѕ ѕtandardѕ?”
and concludеd that thе anѕwеr waѕ “an unеquivocal yеѕ” (p. 3). Thеir rеѕеarch haѕ bееn
crеditеd with ѕhowing that dеvеloping AfL iѕ onе of thе moѕt powеrful wayѕ of
improving lеarning and tеaching and raiѕing ѕtandardѕ. Formativе aѕѕеѕѕmеnt is the
process of seeking and intеrprеting еvidеncе for uѕе by lеarnеrѕ and thеir tеachеrѕ to
dеcidе whеrе thе lеarnеrѕ arе in thеir lеarning, whеrе thеy nееd to go, and how bеѕt to gеt
thеrе (Stiggins, 2002).
Cеntral to thе idеa of AfL iѕ the idea of the role of students; the rolе of children aѕ
activе lеarnеrs, involvеd in thеir own lеarning iѕ paramount. Onе way to bеgin thiѕ
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procеѕѕ iѕ by ѕharing thе lеarning objеctivеѕ and ѕuccеѕѕ critеria of еach lеѕѕon with
students (Stiggins, 2002). Thе procеѕѕ of lеarning haѕ to bе in thе mindѕ of both lеarnеr
and tеachеr whеn aѕѕеѕѕmеnt iѕ plannеd and whеn thе еvidеncе iѕ intеrprеtеd. Lеarnеrѕ
ѕhould bеcomе aѕ awarе of thе how of thеir lеarning aѕ thеy arе of thе what.
Thе valuе of ѕharing thе lеarning objеctivеѕ is еѕpеcially apparеnt whеn students
are givеn timе to rеflеct on and diѕcuѕѕ what thеy have lеarned and inform thе tеachеr
whеrе thеy have еxpеriеncеd problеmѕ. Students are ablе to bеgin thе procеѕѕ of ѕеlfaѕѕеѕѕmеnt by comparing what thеy have lеarned with thе objеctivеѕ of thе lеѕѕon and are
ablе to еvaluatе thеir pеrformancе by chеcking thеir work againѕt thе ѕuccеѕѕ critеria.
Ѕadlеr (1989, as cited in Black & William, 1998, p. 9) dеѕcribеd thiѕ aѕ “cеntral to
lеarning” aѕ “pupilѕ can only achiеvе a lеarning goal if thеy undеrѕtand that goal and can
aѕѕеѕѕ what thеy nееd to rеach it.” After childrеn havе bеcomе еxpеriеncеd in ѕеlfaѕѕеѕѕmеnt then pееr aѕѕеѕѕmеnt, whеrе onе child givеѕ fееdback to anothеr may follow.
Black and William dеѕcribеd thiѕ mеthod aѕ valuablе because “students may accеpt from
onе anothеr criticiѕmѕ of thеir work, which thеy would not takе ѕеriouѕly if madе by thеir
tеachеr” (p. 10). Pееr fееdback will oftеn bе vеrbal in thе childrеn‟ѕ own lеvеl of
languagе, which may bеnеfit ѕomе childrеn.
Fееdback itѕеlf iѕ alѕo cеntral to thе idеa of AfL. Aѕ Kyriacou (1997) ѕtatеd, “It
iѕ not true that „practicе makеѕ pеrfеct.‟ Rathеr it iѕ practicе pluѕ fееdback that makеѕ
pеrfеct” (p. 93). Black and William (1998) ѕtatеd, “It iѕ thе naturе rathеr than thе amount
that iѕ critical whеn giving fееdback on both oral and writtеn work” (p. 8). McTighe and
O‟Connor (2005) concludеd that pupilѕ make a grеatеr gain in progrеѕѕ whеn thеy
rеcеivе commentary feedback that is not associated with a grade. McTighe and
O‟Connor contended that the use of both oral and written feedback is one of the seven
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most important practices that enhance student learning. Consequently, positive marking
ѕchеmеѕ havе bееn implеmеntеd by many ѕchoolѕ. Georgia‟s implementation of the
School Keys introduced a rubric to help teachers provide commentary when an aѕpеct of
thе work haѕ bееn donе wеll or needs improvement (Georgia Department of Education,
2007a). It iѕ based on the premise that it is important to communicate ѕpеcifically on
student work that meets or does not meet expectations. Students need to be able to
understand specific learning outcomes. Students nееd to bе told why their learning meets
or does not meet expectations if thеy arе to build on thеir ѕuccеѕѕ.
Formative assessment may include vеrbal fееdback that may alѕo bе morе
appropriatе during a lеѕѕon to corrеct miѕconcеptionѕ as a lesson progresses. Whatеvеr
form thе fееdback takеѕ, it iѕ vital that it iѕ implemented in a method that helps the
student identify and apply evaluation criteria and monitor learning in an ongoing fashion.
Prеѕеrving motivation iѕ kеy; “Aѕѕеѕѕmеnt for lеarning ѕhould bе ѕеnѕitivе and
conѕtructivе bеcauѕе any aѕѕеѕѕmеnt haѕ an еmotional impact” (Stiggins, 2002, p. 760).
Commеntѕ ѕhould focuѕ on thе work producеd rathеr than on thе individual if thеy arе to
bе hеlpful for both lеarning and motivation. Black and William (1998) ѕuccinctly ѕtatеd,
“Commеntѕ ѕhould idеntify what haѕ bееn donе wеll and what ѕtill nееdѕ improvеmеnt
and ѕhould givе guidancе on how to makе that improvеmеnt” (p. 9).
Quеѕtioning iѕ alѕo at thе hеart of AfL aѕ, by naturе, it providеѕ a tool for
gathеring information quickly and on thе ѕpot. Tеachеrѕ uѕе information collеctеd in thiѕ
way formativеly during еvеry lеѕѕon, uѕing rеѕponѕеѕ to inform thе nеxt quеѕtionѕ. If
uѕеd еffеctivеly thiѕ tеchniquе can еlicit еxiѕting idеaѕ from childrеn in ordеr to providе a
baѕе for nеw idеaѕ to bе ѕcaffoldеd upon (following a conѕtructiviѕt viеw of lеarning).
Howеvеr, some tеachеrѕ do not teach lessons that include discussions in a manner that
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may affect student learning (Black & William, 1998). Onе criticiѕm iѕ that not еnough
time iѕ givеn for student responses; that thе teaching design around quеѕtionѕ arе thoѕе
that can bе anѕwеrеd quickly without thought (William, 2007). A good quеѕtion ѕhould
bе opеn and rеquire emphasis on higher-order thinking skills, creative thinking, and
analysis. A teacher ѕhould allow timе for childrеn to anѕwеr. If a thought out and
rеaѕonеd anѕwеr iѕ dеѕirеd, students will nееd timе to articulate thеir rеѕponѕеs, but must
begin with a well-designed question.
Ѕummativе aѕѕеѕѕmеnt iѕ now largеly aѕѕociatеd with NCLB. Thеѕе tests arе
uѕеd by tеachеrѕ and districts to placе childrеn on a ѕcalе of achiеvеmеnt. Thеrе iѕ a
dangеr (whеthеr thе lеvеl givеn iѕ dеcidеd by tеachеr aѕѕеѕѕmеnt or a formal tеѕt) that
childrеn may bеcomе labеlеd at an еarly agе aѕ undеrachiеving and that thiѕ may
pеrpеtuatе a cyclе of conѕtant low achiеvеmеnt. Howеvеr, if handlеd correctly, thеѕе
lеvеl dеѕcriptorѕ ѕhould hеlp tеachеrѕ idеntify how bеѕt to movе children to thе nеxt lеvеl
and to achiеvе thеir individual potеntial. Achiеving individual potеntial iѕ important,
еѕpеcially in thе fiеld of formativе lеarning where thе importancе of individual lеarning
ѕtylеѕ is stressed.
Thе Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) iѕ onе еxamplе of how national data from
ѕummativе aѕѕеѕѕmеnts are now bеing uѕеd formativеly to hеlp individual pupilѕ.
Schoolѕ are able to analyzе pupil lеvеl pеrformancе data againѕt thе rеѕultѕ of pupilѕ
nationally. Thiѕ uѕе of ѕummativе data for formativе purpoѕеѕ iѕ an arеa where
еducational ѕtandardѕ may bе raiѕеd (William, 2010). The role of summative tests should
be to drive students‟ course of study (Joughin, 2010), but is often only used to measure
student success and make future educational decisions based on the results.
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The ITBS is administered to students in Grades 3, 5, and 7 in the state of
Georgia. The scores are used to determine gifted eligibility, to place students in tiered
mathematics classes, and to determine a rank for students, schools, and districts
compared to others across the nation. The ITBS can provide information about each
student‟s strengths. According to The University of Iowa College of Education (2010),
the specific purposes of the ITBS are:
1. To help determine the extent to which individual students have the background
and skills needed to deal successfully with the academic aspects of an
instructional program or a planned instructional sequence;
2. To estimate the general developmental level of students so that materials and
instructional procedures may be adapted to meet individual needs;
3. To identify the areas of greatest and least development to use in planning
individual instruction for early intervention;
4. To establish a baseline of achievement information so that the monitoring of
year-to-year developmental changes may begin;
5. To provide information for making administrative programming decisions that
will accommodate developmental differences;
6. To identify areas of relative strength and weakness in the performances of
groups (e.g., classes), which may have implications for curriculum change–
either in content or emphasis–as well as for change in instructional procedures;
7. To provide a basis for reports to parents that will enable home and school to
work together in the students‟ best interests.
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Trends in Testing/Assessment in the United States
The widеѕprеad bеliеf that ѕchoolѕ arе not hеlping all ѕtudеntѕ achiеvе haѕ
ѕpurrеd еffortѕ to rеform our ѕchoolѕ (McChesney & Hertling, 2009). Concеrnѕ havе
bееn raiѕеd that thе wayѕ ѕtudеntѕ are taught and aѕѕеѕѕed do not lеad ѕtudеntѕ to acquirе
nееdеd knowlеdgе or ѕkillѕ, nor hеlp thеm apply and uѕе thеir knowlеdgе and ѕkillѕ
appropriatеly. Contеnt ѕtandardѕ containing thе typеѕ of knowlеdgе, ѕkillѕ, and bеhaviorѕ
now bеliеvеd nееdеd for all ѕtudеntѕ to achiеvе at high lеvеlѕ arе bеing dеvеlopеd at thе
national and ѕtatе lеvеlѕ. Ѕtarting with ѕuch еffortѕ aѕ thе National Council of Tеachеrѕ
of Mathеmaticѕ (1989) Curriculum and Еvaluation Ѕtandardѕ for Ѕchool Mathеmaticѕ,
contеnt ѕtandardѕ arе bеing dеvеlopеd in thе artѕ, civicѕ, еconomicѕ, Еngliѕh, forеign
languagеѕ, gеography, hеalth еducation, hiѕtory, phyѕical еducation, ѕciеncе, and ѕocial
ѕtudiеѕ.
Ѕchool rеform iѕ alѕo motivatеd by thе bеliеf that thеrе arе compеtеnciеѕ nееdеd
for graduatеѕ to еntеr thе workforcе ѕuccеѕѕfully. Thе Ѕеcrеtary‟ѕ Commiѕѕion on
Achiеving Nеcеѕѕary Ѕkillѕ dеvеlopеd gеnеric compеtеnciеѕ and foundation ѕkillѕ that all
workеrѕ will nееd in thе futurе (U.Ѕ. Dеpartmеnt of Labor, 1991). Thе foundation skills
includе flexible problеm ѕolving, rеѕpеcting thе dеѕirеѕ of thе cuѕtomеr, working wеll on
tеamѕ, taking rеѕponѕibility for onе‟ѕ own pеrformancе, and continuouѕ lеarning. These
skills were dеvеlopеd to guidе thе еffortѕ of еducational rеform in thе dirеction of
hеlping morе ѕtudеntѕ makе thе tranѕition to work ѕuccеѕѕfully. Collеctivеly, thеѕе
ѕtandardѕ rеprеѕеnt ѕubѕtantial challеngеѕ for Amеrican ѕchoolѕ. Thеy imply that all
ѕtudеntѕ will nееd to achiеvе at much highеr lеvеlѕ. Nеw ѕtratеgiеѕ for aѕѕеѕѕmеnt arе
alѕo impliеd by thеѕе contеnt ѕtandardѕ.
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Georgia, in an effort to reform public schools, developed a comprehensive school
reform model called the School Keys (Georgia Department of Education, 2007a). These
keys are the foundation for Georgia‟s comprehensive, data-driven system of school
improvement. This initiative is associated with several respected research frameworks,
such as Marzano‟s backwards design. These keys define what schools need to know,
understand, and be able to do. They are intertwined models both couched in the notion of
improved student achievement. The Assessment Key is very comprehensive and
detailed. The key contains an overall definition of assessment, three standards that
contain at least one substandard, a rubric to rate each substandard, and elements or
operation descriptors for the standard. The standards include:
1. A cohesive and comprehensive system is in place to ensure that administrators
and instructional personnel use assessment data to design and adjust
instruction.
2. A variety of effective and balanced assessment is routinely and systematically
implemented by all instructional personnel as part of a comprehensive schoolbased assessment and evaluation system.
3. Assessment and evaluation data are analyzed to plan for continuous
improvement for each student, subgroup of students, and the school as a whole
(Georgia Department of Education, 2007b).
School districts in Georgia had to develop a systematic and comprehensive training and
redelivery regime to educate teachers quickly and effectively on the School Keys.
Teachers were and are expected to use the data from summative and formative
assessment to improve student achievement (R. Benson, Chief Academic Officer and
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Assistant Superintendent, Cobb County Public Schools, Georgia, personal
communication, 2010).
The importance of a balanced assessment plan, like the Schools Keys, is not the
kind of assessments educators administer, but rather how an assessment is used as a part
of instruction to support learning (Shepard, 2000). Popham (2004) suggested that
teachers may implement both formative and summative assessments, but do not know
what to do with the assessment results. Popham recommended that everyone who is
working with students to close achievement gaps become assessment literate. These
educators must understand each different assessment and what that assessment might
reveal. Chappuis, Chappuis, and Stiggins (2009) contended that educators will better
attend to students‟ academic needs if balanced assessment systems are built. However,
they add that these multiple and different measures of student achievement must be
accompanied with educators who are assessment literate.
The Reform of Assessment
Ѕtudеnt aѕѕеѕѕmеnt iѕ at thе top of thе reform liѕt for policymakеrѕ at thе national
and ѕtatе lеvеlѕ (Linn, 2000). Aѕѕеѕѕmеnt iѕ important bеcauѕе it iѕ widеly bеliеvеd that
what gеtѕ aѕѕеѕѕеd iѕ what gеtѕ taught, and that thе format of aѕѕеѕѕmеnt influеncеѕ thе
format of lеarning and tеaching (O‟Day & Ѕmith, 1993). Assessment iѕ viеwеd aѕ the
way to ѕеt morе appropriatе targеtѕ for ѕtudеntѕ, focuѕ ѕtaff dеvеlopmеnt еffortѕ for thе
nation‟ѕ tеachеrѕ, еncouragе curriculum rеform, and improvе inѕtruction and inѕtructional
matеrialѕ in a variеty of ѕubjеct mattеrѕ and diѕciplinеѕ (Darling-Hammond & Wiѕе,
1985). Thе hopе of policymakеrѕ iѕ that changеѕ in aѕѕеѕѕmеnt will not only bring about
thе nееdеd changеѕ in ѕtudеntѕ, but alѕo in wayѕ ѕchoolѕ arе organizеd (Linn, 2000).
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Intеrеѕt in pеrformancе aѕѕеѕѕmеnt haѕ alѕo bееn juѕtifiеd on thе baѕiѕ that uѕing ѕuch
mеaѕurеѕ will promotе еducational еquity (Linn, 2000).
However, outѕidе prеѕѕurе еxtеrnal on tеѕting programѕ can bе ignorеd or rеѕiѕtеd
by local educators (Shepard, 2000). Thеrе iѕ alѕo amplе еvidеncе of thе diѕtortionѕ in
tеaching that еxtеrnal tеѕting programѕ can crеatе (Ѕmith & Shepard, 1989). Rathеr than
еncouragе rеform of tеaching, inappropriatе tеaching to thе tеѕt may occur (aѕ oppoѕеd to
tеaching to thе domain covеrеd by thе tеѕt). Rathеr than crеating opportunitiеѕ for all
ѕtudеntѕ to lеarn to high lеvеlѕ, еvеn nеw formѕ of aѕѕеѕѕmеnt may lеad to tracking and
limiting opportunitiеѕ for ѕomе ѕtudеntѕ (Darling-Hammond, 1994).
Aѕѕеѕѕmеnt rеform ѕhould occur along with profеѕѕional dеvеlopmеnt,
inѕtructional dеvеlopmеnt, and othеr ѕtratеgiеѕ dеѕignеd to aѕѕurе that all of thе changеѕ
arе mutually ѕupportеd (Georgia Professional Learning Standards, 2011). Coordination
of aѕѕеѕѕmеnt rеform at thе national and ѕtatе lеvеlѕ with aѕѕеѕѕmеntѕ at thе local lеvеl iѕ
alѕo important, ѕo that еach will prеѕеnt a cohеrеnt viеw of ѕtudеnt pеrformancе, not
ѕimply bе ѕtuck togеthеr. In addition, as mandated by the QBE Act of 1985 in the state
of Georgia, a curriculum must be developed and maintained. This curriculum must
specify what students are expected to know in each subject at each grade level.
Another consideration to apply to the study of assessment reform is the idea of
progress monitoring. Progress monitoring is a set of assessment tools that actually
monitor the curriculum (National Research Center, 2006).

Slope in assessment scores

occur sometimes after a curriculum has been implemented. Slope may be applied to
states who are implementing a new curriculum and consequently testing the curriculum
over a period of time. To effectively reform assessement practice, what is being taught
must be monitored. The National Center for on Student Progress Monitoring (2011)
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reports not only is progress monitoring important, it is sceintifcially based. Then reform
models may monitor testing results looking for slope which is exactly what it implie, a
steepness or a rise between two tests scores measured from one curriculum to another.
Types of Assessments
Nеw contеnt ѕtandardѕ may rеquirе diffеrеnt aѕѕеѕѕmеnt mеthodѕ. In addition to
multiplе-choicе еxеrciѕеѕ, aѕѕеѕѕmеnt tеchniquеѕ now bеing conѕidеrеd arе ѕhort-anѕwеr,
opеn-еndеd; еxtеndеd-rеѕponѕе, opеn-еndеd; individual intеrviеwѕ; pеrformancе еvеntѕ;
pеrformancе taѕkѕ in which ѕtudеntѕ havе еxtеndеd timе; projеctѕ; portfolioѕ;
obѕеrvationѕ; and anеcdotal rеcordѕ. A broadеr rеpеrtoirе of tеchniquеѕ iѕ incrеaѕingly
bеing uѕеd.
School Improvement Strategies
Thе information about ѕtudеnt achiеvеmеnt nееdеd at variouѕ lеvеlѕ of thе
еducational ѕyѕtеm iѕ diffеrеnt. Parеntѕ havе diffеrеnt nееdѕ than do tеachеrѕ, who in
turn, havе diffеrеnt nееdѕ than do ѕchool principalѕ. Diѕtrict adminiѕtratorѕ nееd broadеr,
ѕyѕtеmwidе information, whilе at thе ѕtatе lеvеl, thеrе iѕ concеrn about еquity acroѕѕ
diѕtrictѕ and idеntification of ѕtatе prioritiеѕ. Nationally, policymakеrѕ arе concеrnеd
about diffеrеncеѕ bеtwееn ѕtatеѕ and how compеtitivе Amеrican ѕtudеntѕ arе with thеir
pееrѕ in othеr countriеѕ (DiMartino & Miles, 2004).
Ѕchool rеform occurѕ at all lеvеlѕ of thе еducational ѕyѕtеm. Tеachеrѕ work with
individual ѕtudеnts in a claѕѕroom. Sometimes teachers make data-driven instruction
changes by rеvamping claѕѕroom inѕtruction baѕеd on an aѕѕеѕѕmеnt (Ainsworth et al.,
2007). At thе ѕchool lеvеl, еducatorѕ uѕе ѕchool information to ѕеt long- and ѕhort-rangе
objеctivеѕ and dеcidе how to accompliѕh thеѕе. At thе diѕtrict lеvеl, еducatorѕ targеt
particular arеaѕ of thе curriculum for attеntion. At thе ѕtatе lеvеl, incеntivеѕ for

33
improving inѕtructional programѕ may bе moѕt important. Improving ѕtudеnt
achiеvеmеnt can takе placе at еach of thеѕе lеvеlѕ.
Useful Assessment Designs
Studеnt achiеvеmеnt iѕ usually mеaѕurеd with availablе ѕtudеnt tеѕt data, oftеn
uѕing information from diѕtrict or ѕtatе tеѕting programѕ. Information collеctеd lеѕѕ
formally in claѕѕroomѕ iѕ not typically includеd in ѕchool improvеmеnt planѕ, еvеn
though ѕuch information could providе valuablе inѕightѕ into ѕtudеnt lеarning. However,
current districts may indicate a change in this practice (R. Benson, Chief Academic
Officer and Assistant Superintendent, Cobb County Public Schools, Georgia, personal
communication, 2010). Thе naturе of information nееdѕ ѕhould form thе baѕiѕ for an
aѕѕеѕѕmеnt dеѕign. In a top-down modеl, policymakеrѕ dеvеlop an aѕѕеѕѕmеnt dеѕign
that mееtѕ thеir nееdѕ, hoping thе data may bе uѕеful by pеrѕonѕ at lowеr lеvеlѕ. An
altеrnativе iѕ to build thе aѕѕеѕѕmеnt ѕyѕtеm nееdеd at thе local lеvеl, aggrеgating thе
information upwardѕ to thе diѕtrict, ѕtatе, and national lеvеlѕ.
Anothеr modеl, baѕеd on thе aѕѕumption that multiplе approachеѕ will allow
diffеrеnt uѕеrѕ‟ nееdѕ to bе mеt, iѕ to dеvеlop a comprеhеnѕivе aѕѕеѕѕmеnt ѕyѕtеm uѕing
diffеrеnt aѕѕеѕѕmеnt formatѕ. Variouѕ aѕѕеѕѕmеnt ѕtratеgiеѕ can bе implеmеntеd togеthеr
at thе diffеrеnt lеvеlѕ to providе for thе diffеrеnt information nееdѕ in a coordinatеd,
cohеrеnt mannеr (Darling-Hammond, 1994). For еxamplе, local diѕtrictѕ can adopt a
portfolio ѕyѕtеm for improving inѕtruction, whilе thе ѕtatе carriеѕ out matrix-ѕampling
acroѕѕ important ѕtandardѕ. Thе information collеctеd by thе ѕtatе can bеcomе part of thе
ѕtudеnt‟ѕ portfolio, thеrеby ѕtrеngthеning thе portfolio‟ѕ quality. Thе ѕtatе could alѕo
providе opportunitiеѕ for tеachеrѕ to lеarn to ѕcorе thе opеn-еndеd writtеn and
pеrformancе aѕѕеѕѕmеntѕ, thеrеby еnhancing tеachеrѕ‟ capabilitiеѕ of obѕеrving and
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rating ѕtudеnt pеrformancеѕ in thеir claѕѕroomѕ (Thomas et al., 2005). In thiѕ caѕе, thе
еlеmеntѕ of thе ѕyѕtеm at thе diffеrеnt lеvеlѕ build on and ѕupport thе еlеmеntѕ at othеr
lеvеlѕ. It iѕ alѕo anticipatеd that information collеctеd at thе diffеrеnt lеvеlѕ can bе
rеportеd in a morе undеrѕtandablе mannеr, ѕincе thе ѕamе ѕtandardѕ apply in diffеrеnt
wayѕ. Thiѕ aѕѕеѕѕmеnt modеl еnhancеѕ thе rеformѕ of ѕchoolѕ that ѕo many dеѕirе
(Thomas et al., 2005).
High-Stakes Testing
Thе advеnt of thе No Child Lеft Bеhind fеdеral lеgiѕlation haѕ plungеd educators
into an unprеcеdеntеd еra of high-ѕtakеѕ tеѕting. With this high-stake testing, comes thе
notion that tеѕting and morе tеѕting will drivе improvеmеnt in inѕtruction and ѕtudеnt
achiеvеmеnt (Stiggins, 2008). Yеt thеrе arе many flawѕ to thiѕ approach, an approach
that, under a masque of academic еxcеllеncе, thrеatеnѕ to undеrminе thе tеnеtѕ of
еxеmplary instructional practicе, and lеavе bеhind thе vеry ѕtudеntѕ that thе lеgiѕlation
and tеѕting movеmеnt purport to bе hеlping (Lee, 2010). In a ѕociеty with issues that
include racе and incomе, it is of paramount importance that ѕtandardѕ be created to
determine what all ѕtudеntѕ ѕhould know and bе ablе to do upon graduation from middlе
ѕchool and from high ѕchool (Stiggins, 2008).
Thе abѕеncе of ѕtandardѕ almost guarantееѕ unfair distibution of rеѕourcеѕ and
accеѕѕ to knowlеdgе, baѕеd upon incomе, color of ѕkin, and thе community and
nеighborhood in which onе livеѕ. Two Maѕѕachuѕеttѕ Dеpartmеnt of Еducation ѕtudiеѕ
found statistically significant diffеrеncеѕ in algеbra and U.Ѕ. hiѕtory courѕеѕ in ѕuburban,
rural, and urban diѕtrictѕ. Suburban ѕtudеntѕ wеrе givеn morе homеwork, had longеr
claѕѕ pеriodѕ, had grеatеr accеѕѕ to еducational matеrialѕ, and rеcеivеd a morе rigorouѕ
curriculum than urban and rural ѕtudеntѕ еnrollеd in courѕеѕ with thе ѕamе titlе
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(Massachusetts Department of Education, 1986). The Massachusetts Department of
Education concluded that minority students were not provided the same curriculum as
White students were. According to Newmann, Bryk, and Nagoaka (2001), standardѕ
form a tool to promotе high quality curriculum and inѕtruction for all.
Ѕtandardѕ that promotе еquity arе broad and ѕtrеamlinеd in naturе. Thеy arе
dеѕignеd to еnѕurе that еvеry ѕtudеnt graduatеѕ with thе ѕkills and knowlеdgе to bе a
contributing mеmbеr of a dеmocratic ѕociеty, prеparеd for a futurе productivе lifе
(DiMartino & Miles, 2004). Broad, ѕtrеamlinеd middlе gradеѕ ѕtandardѕ promotе
rеlеvant and rigorouѕ inѕtruction and curriculum that buildѕ upon thе principlеѕ of еarly
adolеѕcеnt dеvеlopmеnt. Thеѕе ѕtandardѕ allow for locally dеtеrminеd aѕѕеѕѕmеntѕ that
rеquirе ѕtudеntѕ to dеmonѕtratе maѕtеry ovеr еѕѕеntial knowlеdgе through variеd mеanѕ,
including portfolioѕ, dеmonѕtrationѕ, and еxhibitionѕ (DiMartino & Miles, 2004; Thomas
et al., 2005).
Howеvеr, ѕtandardѕ can alѕo rеinforcе and amplify currеnt inеquitiеѕ that pеrvadе
public еducation (Bransford et al., 1999). The National Forum to Accеlеratе Middlе
Gradеѕ Rеform reinforced its belief in ѕtandardѕ and aѕѕеѕѕmеntѕ, quality inѕtruction, and
highеr lеvеlѕ of lеarning for еvеry ѕtudеnt (Ames, 2008). Thе National Forum reported
that no ѕinglе tеѕt ѕhould еvеr bе thе ѕolе dеtеrminant of a student‟s acadеmic futurе,
whеthеr it bе promotion to thе nеxt gradе, ѕpеcial placеmеnt, or tranѕition from middlе
gradеѕ to high ѕchool (Ames, 2008). Rothѕtеin (2000) quеѕtionеd thе validity of
aѕѕеѕѕing a ѕtudеnt‟ѕ knowlеdgе at onе point in timе. Ѕtudiеѕ havе documеntеd that how
ѕtudеntѕ farе on ѕtandardizеd tеѕtѕ can bе grеatly influеncеd by many еxtеrnal factorѕ,
including ѕtrеѕѕ ovеr taking thе tеѕt, amount of ѕlееp, diѕtractionѕ at thе tеѕting ѕitе, timе
of day, and еmotional ѕtatе (Kamin, 1974; Ѕackѕ, 2000). Rеviѕit thе originѕ of tеѕting in
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thе Unitеd Ѕtatеѕ–rеѕulting in tests such as the Ѕtanford-Binеt–to undеrѕtand that thе
rootѕ of high-ѕtakеѕ tеѕting liе in ѕorting ѕtudеntѕ (Ѕackѕ, 2000).
It is important to takе a look at thе impact of ѕtatе-lеvеl high-ѕtakеѕ tеѕting on thе
ѕtandardѕ movеmеnt, and thе rеѕulting impact on curriculum and inѕtruction. The goal of
this dissertation was to еxaminе the history of assessment and the еffеctѕ on ѕtudеnt
achiеvеmеnt. Educators nееd to еxaminе thе induѕtry claimѕ of validity and rеliability of
high-ѕtakеѕ ѕtandardizеd tеѕtѕ, and quеѕtion thе vеry rеaѕonѕ our govеrnmеnt and thе
еducation induѕtry havе еmbracеd thеѕе tеѕtѕ (French, 2003)
Ѕtandardizеd tеѕtѕ arе alѕo poor prеdictorѕ of how wеll ѕtudеntѕ can apply thе
knowlеdgе that thеy do dеmonѕtratе on thеѕе tеѕtѕ (French, 2003). A rеcеnt ѕtudy
еxaminеd data from 18 ѕtatеѕ that havе implеmеntеd high-ѕtakеѕ tеѕting programѕ to
aѕѕеѕѕ whеthеr ѕtudеntѕ gainеd any knowlеdgе that thеy could apply еlѕеwhеrе, othеr
than lеarning thе nеcеѕѕary factѕ for pеrforming on a ѕtatе‟ѕ high-ѕtakеѕ tеѕt (Amrеin &
Bеrlinеr, 2002). Amrein and Berliner concludеd that,
Analyѕеѕ of thеѕе data rеvеal that if thе intеndеd goal of high-ѕtakеѕ tеѕting policy
iѕ to incrеaѕе ѕtudеnt lеarning, thеn that policy iѕ not working. Whilе a ѕtatе‟ѕ
high-ѕtakеѕ tеѕt may ѕhow incrеaѕеd ѕcorеѕ, thеrе iѕ littlе ѕupport in thеѕе data
that ѕuch incrеaѕеѕ arе anything but thе rеѕult of tеѕt prеparation and/or thе
еxcluѕion of ѕtudеntѕ from thе tеѕting procеѕѕ. (p. 2)
Kanе and Ѕtaigеr (2001) found “bеtwееn 50 pеrcеnt and 80 pеrcеnt of thе
improvеmеnt in a ѕchool‟ѕ avеragе tеѕt ѕcorеѕ from onе yеar to thе nеxt waѕ tеmporary
and waѕ cauѕеd by fluctuationѕ that had nothing to do with long-tеrm changеѕ in lеarning
or productivity” (p.37). According to Kanе and Ѕtaigеr, thеѕе findingѕ arе cauѕеd by thе
variationѕ in ѕtudеnt population in a givеn gradе from yеar to yеar, variationѕ in tеѕt
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conditionѕ, and thе prеѕеncе of rеwardѕ and puniѕhmеntѕ from thе ѕtatе or diѕtrict. Othеr
ѕtudiеѕ havе concludеd that ѕtudеntѕ loѕt from thе tеѕting pool–through gradе rеtеntion,
dropping out, or bеing еxcludеd from taking thе tеѕt bеcauѕе of having ѕpеcial еducation
or bilingual ѕtatuѕ–crеatе thе appеarancе of an improving ѕchool whеn in fact thе
oppoѕitе may bе truе (Tеѕt ѕcorеѕ unrеliablе mеanѕ of aѕѕеѕѕing ѕchool quality, 2001).
Next Steps for Assessments in the United States: New History
A commission comprised of governors and heads of state departments of
education from all the states of the union formed the Common Core State Standards
Initiative in spring 2009. The Imitative was developed to create a set of national
standards that will hold all students across the United States to the same academic
expectations (Kendall, 2011). In June 2011, the common core standards for English
language arts and mathematics, and literacy in history/social studies, science, and
technical subjects were published (Kendall, 2011).
Resnick and Berger (2010) stressed that our current assessment practices is
simple; it is a test-based accountability system, not a standards-based accountability
system. Resnick and Berger made a case that this current system does not support
teaching and learning because teachers often resort to teaching the test by using practice
materials that practice the format of the tests, especially when students are at-risk
learners. Kendall (2011) stated that schools must have the flexibility to incorporate
common core standards in ways that engage students in learning and that learning is
applied to choices that can be made after graduation.
For the first time in the history of education and assessment in the United States,
the common core standards is an agreed upon set of instructional standards that will be
implemented in 47 states across the United States (Georgia Department of Education,
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2011b). Implementation of these standards will help teachers better prepare students for
success beyond graduation (Georgia Department of Education, 2011b). There are three
reasons for adopting the common core standards. The common core standards integrate
some of the current GPS, but offer a more rigorous curriculum that 47 states are ready to
implement. Secondly, the common core standards will not only allow but will facilitate
comparison of students‟ achievement scores from state to state. Finally, the
implementation of the common core standards will allow states to save money. With a
common curriculum, textbook companies will be able to focus on the common core
standards, not standards from state to state to state. With this focus, these instructional
resource vendors will be able to reduce prices.
Students will be assessed on these common core standards for the first time in
2014 (Kendall, 2011). This new assessment will influence instruction by asking teachers
to focus on creating rigorous lesson plans (Kendall, 2011). Educators must make sure to
focus on the tenants of the standards. The standards only describe what to teach, not how
to teach, so teachers are still in charge of creating meaningful lessons (Georgia
Department of Education, 2011b). The common core standards have captured the best of
the past 20 years of standards-based education research and build upon lessons learned
from history (Kendall, 2011).
Summary
Education reform has been a topic for educational policymakers since the
inception of the public school system, and educators have explored the specialized needs
of assessments for decades. The state of Georgia developed a comprehensive system to
provide a framework to describe and define what students need to know and what schools
need to know, understand, and be able to do. This chapter, although not comprehensive,
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is one view of education in regards to the history of testing. In addition, it explored the
concepts of standards-based assessment so that the questions of effectiveness can be
addressed. The ultimate goal of educators is to help students become educated. To do
this, teachers and all educators must help them learn to improve the quality of their work
and to see their own capabilities (Ainsworth et al., 2007). However, educators must also
assess how they test to be reflective and visionary in their efforts to improve student
achievement.
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CHAPTER III
METHOLODOGY
The purpose of this study was to examine the difference in student achievement
when students are taught and then tested under different curriculums. The study
examined the history of testing in the United States and Georgia, and examined the
question, what difference in student achievement exists when students are taught and then
tested based on a Quality Core Curriculum versus the Georgia Performance Standards?
Research Design
This research was a descriptive study designed to obtain information concerning
the status of a phenomena (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1990). The aim of the study was to
determine what difference exists when comparing the achievement scores of students
taught using two types of curriculums. This study was guided by the following research
question:
Is there a significant difference in student achievement between students who are
taught and then tested based on a Quality Core Curriculum and those who are
taught and tested using the Georgia Performance Standards?
Setting
The school district consists of 24 middle schools. One principal did not agree to
participate in the study and two of the schools were not open in 2003. Therefore, data
were collected from 21 middle schools. The enrollment of each of the middle schools
ranged from 814 students to 1367 students. Table 1 contains a demographic description
of the 21 middle schools in the study. These middle schools are very diverse in that
many have a stable population while others experience mid to high transiency rates. The
district community is characterized as diverse with ethnic populations differing greatly
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from middle school to middle school. Even though no demographic comparisons were
conducted in this study, it is important to visualize the demographic differences to
understand and generalize the purpose of the study.
Data Collected
Only eighth-grade CRCT and ITBS scores for reading and math were used. The
rationale for this decision was that these scores are used to determine adequate yearly
progress. Data came from the collection of the official school summary report from the
CRCT and ITBS tests for the subject areas of reading and mathematics at the eighthgrade level. The following summary reports were collected:
 Eighth-grade CRCT summary reports for math from spring 2003 to spring
2010
 Eighth-grade CRCT summary reports for reading from spring 2003, to spring
2010
 Eighth-grade ITBS summary reports from 2003 to 2010
In addition, the state‟s performance summary sheets for each year between 2003 and
2010 were obtained to gather the state‟s mean score and standard deviation for all eighth
graders tested each year.
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Table 1
Demographic Description of School in Study (Percent of Students)
ID

Asian

Black

Hisp1

AmIn2

White
51.3

MR3
5.4

SWD4

ELL5

ED6

8.1

1.3

33.2

1

3.0

29.2

10.1

1.0

3

1.8

53.9

31.8

0.8

8.7

2.9

9.7

11.1

78.4

4

1.0

77.2

10.2

0.0

11.6

0.00

14.2

4.0

65.3

5

10.3

32.7

14.7

0.6

41.7

0.00

14.1

3.9

47.1

6

14.0

8.6

2.7

0.2

71.5

3.0

10.6

2.7

5.9

7

16.2

3.2

3.5

0.3

73.3

3.5

10.5

3.2

6.5

8

2.2

9.4

2.7

0.3

84.4

1.1

8.9

.8

10.0

9

3.5

47.1

21.4

0.5

23.4

4.0

9.3

6.3

58.2

10

4.3

43.0

32.4

0.8

17.6

2.0

12.1

7.4

77.7

11

1.5

54.3

23.8

0.0

16.4

4.1

9.7

6.7

80.7

12

1.8

37.2

44.5

0.0

15.7

.7

9.5

18.6

80.7

13

5.3

6.6

4.4

0.0

81.5

2.2

12.5

0.9

13.5

14

0.3

62.1

29.7

0.0

4.3

3.6

10.7

13.3

85.7

15

1.7

14.4

2.9

0.0

79.3

1.7

9.8

0.6

8.6

16

7.3

11.2

3.6

0.0

75.9

2.0

11.9

2.6

17.2

17

5.5

16.8

12.1

0.4

61.3

3.9

16.4

1.2

40.2

19

4.5

23.7

12.4

0.3

57.3

1.7

9.3

5.4

38.1

20

2.4

29.7

20.7

0.0

46.3

.8

11.8

6.1

41.9

21

11.0

12.6

8.4

.0

65.7

2.3

14.6

0.3

15.5

22

2.3

44.0

43.2

.8

8.2

1.6

12.8

14.0

82.1

23

2.3

59.9

11.1

.4

22.9

3.4

11.1

1.9

61.5

1

Hisp Hispanic
2
AmIn American Indian
3
MR Multiracial
4
SWD Students with Disabilities
5
ELL English Language Learners
6
ED Economically Disadvantaged

Procedures
The research design of this study relied on accurate acquisition of CRCT and
ITBS data. The first step in the process was to secure permission from the school district.
The district requires all studies conducted using district data of any kind to seek and gain
permission to proceed with such a study (see Appendix A for application to conduct the
study). Second, the Institutional Review Board process was completed through the
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University of Southern Mississippi (see Appendix B). This process enabled the
collection of data to commence. After the approval of the school district and Institutional
Review Board permission was gained, data were collected through communication with
local school principals.
Principals who agreed to participate signed a consent form (see Appendix C).
Each principal was asked to provide eighth-grade CRCT and ITBS data for reading and
math for the years 2003–2010. However, 19 of the principals were unable to obtain the
data from their school records and gave permission for the researcher to find the data for
their respective schools in the school district‟s archives. District administrators
responsible for the archives were very responsive and provided data that several
principals could not locate in the local schools‟ testing files.
Data Analysis
The scale scores of the CRCT tests for reading from 2003–2005 ranged from 150
to 500. This same scale was used for the mathematics CRCT from 2003–2006. The
CRCTs during these periods were administered to measure success on the QCC.
However, with implementation of the GPS, the scale score was changed. Beginning in
2006 for reading and in 2007 in mathematics, the scale scores now range from 650 to
900. In order to compare the achievement of the eighth graders across time (2003–2010),
the scores were transformed into z scores. A z score has a mean of 0 and a standard
deviation of 1. To transform the CRCT scores, the means and standard deviations of the
state eighth graders during each of the years of the study were obtained for mathematics
and reading. For example, in 2003, the state eighth-grade mean in reading was 342 and
the standard deviation was 50. A school‟s CRCT reading average of 322 was
transformed into a z score of -.40, indicating that the school performed .40 of a standard
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deviation below the state mean. Another school‟s CRCT reading average of 379 was
transformed into a z score of .74, indicating that the school performed .74 of a standard
deviation above the state mean.
This same procedure was used to transform the scale scores of the tests when the
GPS curriculum was measured. For example, in 2008, the state eighth-grade mean in
reading was 829 and the standard deviation was 23. A school‟s CRCT reading average of
818 was transformed into a z score of -.48, indicating that the school performed .48 of a
standard deviation below the state mean. Another school‟s CRCT reading average of 851
was transformed into a z score of .96, indicating that the school performed .96 of a
standard deviation above the state mean. In this way, a comparison could be made
between scores obtained when the QCC was measured and scores obtained when the GPS
was measured.
The data were analyzed using SPSS. Four sets of data were entered for each of
the 21 schools: (a) 2003–2010 CRCT mathematics results, (b) 2003–2010 CRCT reading
results, (c) 2003–2010 ITBS mathematics results, and (d) 2003–2010 ITBS 4 schools
using. The ITBS scale scores were used as covariates. The ITBS was measured using
the same scale for all years of the study. Two doubly multivariate, repeated measures
ANCOVAs were used to examine eighth-grade reading and mathematics scores. The
tests within the type of curriculum were measured, not the effect of time. In addition, the
average z scores were graphed for reading and mathematics. The results of the analyses
are presented in Chapter IV.
Limitations
There were limitations to this study. The schools ranged from Title 1 (low
income) to high-income schools. However, these limitations could also be considered
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positive attributes in this study since a vast range of schools and performances may give
this study a wider range of generalized information. The CRCT is designed to measure
student mastery of the state‟s curriculum (Georgia Department of Education, 2010b).
The Georgia Department of Education‟s 2010 validity and reliability report detailed the
process of the CRCT development that leads to the report‟s conclusion that the test is in
fact valid and reliable (Georgia Department of Education, 2010b).
Ethical Considerations
Student achievement data were collected as school averages and did not include
individual test scores for any student. Therefore, no protection of individual participants
was necessary. There were no anticipated risks for the principals who agreed to
participate in the study. The middle school principals were not required to take part in
the study and time required to participate for those who did agree was limited to the
retrieval and sharing of the data. The identification of each school was confidential and
no individual information about each school or any individual student was shared in this
study.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine the difference in student achievement
when students are taught and then tested under different curriculums. The data used in
this study was archival CRCT and ITBS data from 21 middle schools located in the
southeastern region of the United States. Math and reading scores were analyzed using
two doubly multivariate, repeated measures ANCOVAs.

46
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The state of Georgia administers the Criterion-Referenced Competency Test
(CRCT) to every elementary student in Grades 1 though 8. During 2005, 2006, and
2007, the state tested eighth-grade students on a quality core curriculum (QCC). In 2008,
the state tested the students on a Georgia Performance Standard (GPS) curriculum. This
study was designed to examine if differences in students achievement occurred because
of the curriculum change. This study was guided by the following research question:
Is there a significant difference in student achievement between students who are
taught and then tested based on a Quality Core Curriculum and those who are
taught and tested using the Georgia Performance Standards?
Description of the Data
The scale scores of the CRCT tests for reading from 2003–2005 ranged from 150
to 500. This same scale was used for the mathematics CRCT from 2003–2006. The
CRCTs during these periods were administered to measure success on the QCC.
However, with implementation of the GPS, the scale score was changed. Beginning in
2006 for reading and in 2007 in mathematics, the scale scores now range from 650 to
900. In order to compare the achievement of the eighth graders across the two
curriculums (2003–2010), the scores were transformed into z scores. A z score has a
mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. ITBS achievement was measured the same from
2003 to 2010. No conversion of these scores was required to use them as covariates in
the repeated measures ANCOVAs. Table 2 contains a description of the variables used
to analyze the research question.
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Table 2
Statistical Description of the Variables of Interest (n = 21)
Min

Max

M

SD

ZCRCT 2003

-.4

.8

.20

.41

ZCRCT 2004

-.3

.9

.24

.38

ZCRCT 2005

-.4

.8

.21

.36

ZCRCT 2006

-.4

.9

.28

.41

ZCRCT 2007

-.5

1.0

.22

.43

ZCRCT 2008

-.5

1.0

.25

.41

ZCRCT 2009

-.4

.9

.22

.42

ZCRCT 2010

-.8

1.0

.24

.49

ITBS 2003

230

276

252.9

14.6

ITBS 2004

226

274

250.1

15.3

ITBS 2005

221

271

246.5

14.5

ITBS 2006

220

272

245.9

15.1

ITBS 2007

217

272

246.6

15.3

ITBS 2008

223

273

246.4

15.5

ITBS 2009

216

261

235.8

14.5

ITBS 2010

215

260

236.3

14.8

ZCRCT 2003

-.5

1.1

.24

.48

ZCRCT 2004

-.4

1.5

.26

.50

ZCRCT 2005

-.5

1.7

.25

.54

ZCRCT 2006

-.5

1.2

.26

.49

ZCRCT 2007

-.5

1.2

.25

.52

ZCRCT 2008

-.6

1.5

.29

.57

ZCRCT 2009

-.5

1.4

.26

.55

ZCRCT 2010

-.5

1.3

.31

.55

ITBS 2003

233

284

252.7

16.6

ITBS 2004

206

283

250.9

18.9

ITBS 2005

227

285

251.8

16.1

ITBS 2006

227

285

251.0

16.4

ITBS 2007

220

281

249.4

17.1

ITBS 2008

223

284

248.5

17.6

ITBS 2009

218

267

238.0

15.4

ITBS 2010

218

266

239.4

14.6

Reading

Math
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Analysis of Eighth-Grade CRCT Reading Scores
A doubly multivariate, repeated measures ANCOVA was conducted to determine
if the eighth-grade reading scores were significantly different between the 3 years from
2003 to 2005 that the CRCT measured the QCC and the following 3 years from 2006 to
2008 that the CRCT measured the GPS. The tests within the type of curriculum were
measured, not the effect of time. The ITBS reading scale scores from 2003 to 2008 were
used as covariates. Figure 1 illustrates the eighth-grade CRCT reading scores from 2003
to 2008. The line down the middle of the graph sets the demarcation between the two
curriculums.
0.32

0.30

Average z score

0.28
0.26
0.24

0.22
0.20
0.18
2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Year

Figure 1. Converted Eighth-Grade CRCT Reading Scores by Year.
The multivariate effect of test, comparing the first 3-year period (measuring the
QCC between 2003 and 2005) to the second 3-year period (measuring the GPS
curriculum between 2006 and 2008) was not significant [F(1,14) = .81, p = .38].
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However, the lack of statistical significance could be attributed to the small sample size.
A post hoc pairwise comparison between CRCT reading scores measuring the QCC
(from 2003 to 2005) and CRCT reading scores measuring the GPS (from 2006 to 2008)
was not statistically significant (p = .07), indicating that no difference between the two
reading curriculums was found using this small sample of schools.
The GPS reading curriculum was implemented in fall 2005 and tested in spring
2006 (see Figure 1). An increase in scores occurred from the spring 2005 CRCT test of
the QCC to the first year implementation of the GPS curriculum and subsequent spring
2006 CRCT test results. However, a drop in scores occurred the next year (spring 2007),
after two years of testing the GPS curriculum. At this time, the eighth-grade reading
scores were at the same level of achievement before implementation of the new GPS
curriculum. By the end of the three-year period after the GPS curriculum was
implemented (spring 2008), eighth-grade reading achievement was higher than it was at
the end of the three-year period used to measure the QCC curriculum (spring 2005).
Although statistically significant differences were not found between the two
curriculums, the increase in scores between 2005 and 2006 and between 2005 and 2008
provided partial support to the hypothesis of a difference in reading achievement between
eighth-grade students who were taught and then tested under different curriculums.
Analysis of Eighth-Grade CRCT Mathematics Scores
A doubly multivariate, repeated measures ANCOVA was conducted to determine
if the eighth-grade mathematics scores were significantly different between the three
years from 2005 to 2007 that the CRCT measured the QCC and the following three years
from 2008 to 2010 that the CRCT measured the GPS. The tests within the type of
curriculum were measured, not the effect of time. The ITBS mathematics scale scores
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from 2005 to 2010 were used as covariates. Figure 2 illustrates the eighth-grade CRCT
mathematics scores from 2005 to 2010. The line down the middle of the graph sets the
demarcation between the two curriculums.

0.32

0.30

Average z scores

0.28
0.26
0.24

0.22
0.20
0.18
2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

Year

Figure 2. Converted Eighth-Grade CRCT Mathematics Scores by Year.
The multivariate effect of test, comparing the first three-year period (measuring
the QCC between 2005 and 2007) to the second three-year period (measuring the GPS
curriculum between 2008 and 2010) was not significant [F(1,14) = .46, p = .51].
However, the lack of statistical significance could be attributed to the small sample size.
A post hoc pairwise comparison between CRCT mathematics scores measuring the QCC
(from 2005 to 2007) and CRCT mathematics scores measuring the GPS (from 2008 to
2010) were not statistically significant (p = .20), indicating that no difference between the
two mathematics curriculums was found using this small sample of schools.
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The GPS mathematics curriculum was implemented in fall 2007 and tested in
spring 2008 (see Figure 2). An increase in scores occurred from the spring 2007 CRCT
test of the QCC to the first year implementation of the GPS curriculum and subsequent
spring 2008 CRCT test results. However, a drop in scores occurred the next year (spring
2009), after two years of testing the GPS curriculum. By the end of the three-year period
after the GPS curriculum was implemented (spring 2010), eighth-grade mathematics
achievement was higher than it was at the end of the three-year period used to measure
the QCC curriculum (spring 2007). Although statistically significant differences were
not found between the two curriculums, the increase in scores between 2007 and 2008
and between 2007 and 2010 provided partial support to the hypothesis of a difference in
mathematics achievement between eighth-grade students who were taught and then tested
under different curriculums.
Summary
Tests scores from 21 middle schools from 2003 to 2010 were analyzed to
determine if there was a significant difference in student achievement between students
who were taught and then tested on a Quality Core Curriculum and those who were
taught and tested using the Georgia Performance Standards. Two doubly multivariate,
repeated measures ANCOVAs found no statistically significant differences between the
two curriculums. A discussion of these findings is presented in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The ultimate goal of educators is to help students become educated. To do this,
teachers and all educators must help them learn to improve the quality of their work and
to see their own capabilities (Reeves, 2007). However, educators must also assess how
they test to be reflective and visionary in their efforts to improve student achievement.
The primary purpose of this study was to examine the history of assessment and to
determine if differences in student achievement exist between assessments aligned with a
performance-based curriculum and assessments aligned with a quality core curriculum.
Archival data were obtained and analyzed to determine if assessment changes have
affected student achievement. CRCT and ITBS data from 21 middle schools located in
the southeastern region of the United States were obtained and used for the study. This
chapter contains a summary of the study, a discussion of how the findings related to the
literature, a final reflective conclusion, and recommendations for future research.
The state of Georgia administers the Criterion-Referenced Competency Test
(CRCT) to every elementary student in Grades 1 through 8. During 2005, 2006, and
2007, the state tested eighth-grade students on a quality core curriculum (QCC). In 2008,
the state tested the students on a Georgia Performance Standard (GPS) curriculum. Not
only did the state change the curriculum in several subject areas, the implementation from
the QCC curriculum to the GPS curriculum was staggered. The CRCT continued to be
used as the accountability piece to meet the requirements of No Child Left Behind.
However, the QCC curriculum tested was measured on a scale score of 150–500 while
the rollout of the GPS curriculum tested was measured on a scale score of 650–900.
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Consequently, this study was designed to examine if differences in student achievement
occurred because of the curriculum change.
The NCLB Act required the implementation of performance standards that would
result in better instructional delivery and balanced assessment (DuFour, 2004).
Accountability is important and probably not going away any time soon. Ravitch (1996)
reported that standards guided teachers to select better assessment practices to not only
measure student success but also students‟ level of achievement. Mederano (2003)
reported that the GPS curriculum was a standards-based curriculum and provided a very
clear set of guidelines for improved instructional delivery.
To guide educators in assessing students‟ level of achievement, a framework
called School Keys was provided as the foundation for Georgia‟s comprehensive, datadriven system of school improvement (Georgia Department of Education, 2007b).
Within the School Keys was an assessment key. This comprehensive key required
teachers to include both summative and formative assessments in the day-to-day
instructional plan. The assessment key contains an (a) overall definition of assessment,
(b) three standards that contained at least one substandard, and (c) a rubric to rate each
substandard and elements or operation descriptors for the standard.
Findings
This study asked if differences in student achievement exist between assessments
aligned with a performance-based curriculum and assessments that aligned with a quality
core curriculum. For this question to be answered, the average CRCT scores in reading
and mathematics for eighth graders in 21 middle schools were obtained. The QCC
standards were used to measure achievement for mathematics from 2005–2007 and the
GPS mathematics curriculum was assessed by the CRCT from years 2008–2010. The
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QCC standards were used to measure achievement for reading from 2003–2005 and the
GPS reading curriculum was assessed by the CRCT from years 2006–2008. The scales
used to measure success on the two tests were not similar; therefore, a z transformation
was obtained for each score. Two doubly multivariate, repeated measures ANCOVAs
were used to examine if differences in achievement occurred because of the changes in
the curriculums.
Analysis of Reading Achievement
The multivariate effect of test, comparing the first three-year period (measuring
the QCC between 2003 and 2005) to the second three-year period (measuring the GPS
curriculum between 2006 and 2008), was not significant. The lack of statistical
significance could be attributed to the small sample size. The reading scores fluctuated
after the implementation of the GPS curriculum, going up the first year, but dropping in
the second year of the new curriculum. However, by the end of the three-year period
after the GPS curriculum was implemented, eighth-grade reading achievement was
higher than it was at the end of the three-year period used to measure the QCC
curriculum.
Analysis of Mathematics Achievement
The multivariate effect of test, comparing the first 3-year period (measuring the
QCC between 2005 and 2007) to the second three-year period (measuring the GPS
curriculum between 2008 and 2010) was not statistically significant. Again, the lack of
significance could be attributed to the small sample size. The mathematics scores
fluctuated after the implementation of the GPS curriculum, going up the first year, but
dropping in the second year of the new curriculum. However, by the end of the threeyear period after the GPS curriculum was implemented, eighth-grade mathematics
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achievement was higher than it was at the end of the three-year period used to measure
the QCC curriculum.
Summary of the Findings
It is possible that teachers were unsure how to implement a standards-based
curriculum. It is also possible that teachers were not trained in formative assessment
strategies; how to write them, administer them and effectively use them to make
instructional decisions based on the results of the assessment tool used. Furthermore, it is
also possible that each middle school implemented or even scheduled reading and
mathematics classes differently from school to school. In other words, how reading and
mathematics were delivered could have affected the short history of these seesawing
grades.
Conclusion
Educators can conclude that implementation of the School Keys stressing
formative and summative assessments had a positive impact on student achievement.
These changes could be attributed to the Schools Keys being implemented in tandem with
the GPS curriculum. The School Keys provide teachers with a direction on not only the
importance of both formative and summative assessments, but how to use them in a
balanced manner to help guide teachers to make better instructional decisions. Because
the state is seeing gains in scores, the use of data to adjust instruction and design lessons
that are more appropriate will increase student achievement. Educators are providing not
only summative grades to students, but formative feedback that helps students selfmonitor their own learning. These keys seem to be most effective when used not only as
summative assessments such as the CRCT and ITBS, but when used as a guide to better
instructional practices.
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Recommendations for Practice
The information from this study is intended to assist teachers, administrators,
districts, and states gain a better understanding of testing and history. Continual
examination of a single test used to promote students from one grade level to the next is a
necessity. However, if educators do not know the basic history of testing or how it has
evolved, no reflection can occur when making future decisions. Even Binet stressed the
limitations of intelligence tests by stating that they are too broad and cannot be used to
determine someone‟s intelligence with a single number (Siegler, 1992). In the
implementation of this study and in the analysis of the data, a number of issues arose that
must be addressed. The following are recommendations to resolve these issues.
Recommendation for a Data Retrieval Bank
Districts should institute some type of data retrieval bank. Only two principals in
this study had immediate access to the data required for this study. Nineteen of the
school principals did not have immediate access to their data. Although some of the
principals were new to the building and some had only been at their building a few years,
their ability to obtain test summary sheets for eight years of data should have been easily
retrievable. These data are used to determine AYP status. The state‟s website does have
some of the data, but going back more than three years, the data is reported differently,
difficult to find, and does not contain necessary means to measure or analyze data on a
statistical level.
Therefore, I recommend that data going back at least 10 years be housed in a data
system and at the minimum include means and standard deviations of the scores,
averages reported in percentages, and number of students tested. Kudos to the study
district for having such data archived at a warehouse and allowing access to the
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researcher. However, if we really are making instructional decisions based on data, we
need to look at each school using an historical timeline, and that data must be easily
accessible. This will enable leaders to mark trends and make better future instructional
decisions.
Professional Development in the Use of Data
Educators should be engaged in tiered professional development in regards to the
storage and use of data. Tier 1 would be teachers. Classroom teachers look at last year‟s
data and see that a domain, for example, eighth-grade math, statistics, and probability is
weak, but now they are teaching a new group of students. How do they ascertain if this
current group has the same weakness? This is where the idea of formative assessment
presented in Chapter II of this study would benefit them greatly.
Tier 2 is for principals and district administration. While gathering the data for
this study, many principals and district leaders did not know the difference between a
mean score, a percentile, and a percentage. Most principals and district leaders are
outstanding educators, but do they have the skills to navigate high-stakes testing results to
make not just adjustments to instruction, but make changes that would actually change
their role from manager of a building to a true instructional leader in the building.
The third, and perhaps the most important, tier in this recommendation are the
university systems. Systematically, universities could delete or augment an instructional
strategy class and add a data leadership class to the current list of courses needed to earn
a leadership degree. This is by no means a criticism of our current schools or university.
I do believe that true educators are constantly looking for ways to encourage and support
each other to do better. Perhaps this one attribute is needed to round out and even change
how we look at current testing and educator preparation.
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Test Development Issues
Assuming that testing and accountability are not going away, a final and perhaps
most important recommendation is to those who write and administer these tests. They
should consider that when a curriculum change occurs, students should be administered
tests that phase in the new curriculum. In addition, changing the score scales on the
criterion-referenced competency tests on such as the CRCT when the curriculum changes
make it very difficult to study data to determine progress over time. In the statistical
world, this creates a confounding variable that may be hard to control.
Recommendations for Future Research
A limitation of the current study was the small number of middle schools from
which the scores were collected. The study was conducted in one school district and
analyzed data from only one grade. Thus, the sample size was small and no statistically
significant differences were found in the data. In addition, the number of years used in
the analysis was limited to three years before and three years after the implementation of
the GPS. Large flucuations in the data were found, furthering limiting the ability to find
any significant differences between the two curriculums. If indeed the teachers were
unsure how to implement a standards-based curriculum, they had not been trained
adequately in how to use formative assessment strategies, and the scheduling of the
classes may have been nonstandardized, three years may not be enough time to measure
the impact of the new curriculum on student achievement.
Therefore, a recommendation for future research is for a study across a larger
number of schools (and therefore, more school districts in the state), more grades, and
more years before and after the implementation of the GPS. By expanding the scope of
the study, its findings can be more easily generalized across the state. A more
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comprehensive analysis of the impact of the curriculum could then be available for
policymakers to consider when making future decisions about assessment of Georgia‟s
students.
A final recommendation would be to consider President Obama‟s recent offer for
states to waive out of the federal accountability mandates of NCLB. With Georgia
waving out of these federal regulations presecribe by NCLB, what will the impact be
upon student achievement and how we assess/test students? Will Georgia do a better job
of managing performance of its schools and learners than the federal government did?
The waiver is not an opt out of accountabliy, but rather requires states who do waiver to
prescribe a set of standards that prepare learners for college and monitor these standards.
By studing the results of the waiver, this study could become more emcompassing and
gobal in its application.
Concluding Remarks
It is necessary for all educators and policymakers to think about the purpose of
testing. All need to question the reason for every test administered. Porter (1995)
reported that a fundamental misunderstanding of school reform and school issues exists.
Porter helped educators think about the importance of testing and to question the intent of
testing. In this study, an examination of the history of assessment and a study of current
assessment practices should help the reader to question the intent and uses of tests and to
question the results of each test.
Educators must consider making sure tests not only test what is taught, but also
that one test should not be the sole determinate of student achievement. Educators must
assist teachers with multiple ways to measure and monitor students‟ achievement as the
School Keys have done. As educators, we should be bold and challenge history to make
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changes that best serve students. Curriculums should be viable; these curriculums should
be clear in defining what students should learn and how schools will plan if students do
not meet expectations. By studying the curriculums and the tests given to measure the
achievement of these curriculums, this can be accomplished. With so much dependent on
students‟ abilities to pass these tests, whether it is to be promoted to the next grade level,
prove proficiency on a high school curriculum, or to be accepted into a university,
educators must continually revisit testing practices.
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